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INTRODUCTION 

The  Interchange  Proposal  -  One  Year  Later 


Submission  of  legislation  to  Congress  to  improve  management  of  federal  lands 
and  resources  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  Forest  Service 
culminates  a  year  long  process  of  consultation  and  intensive  analysis  by  the 
two  agencies.   The  legislative  proposal,  entitled  "Federal  Lands 
Administration  Act  of  1986",  otherwise  known  as  Intercnange,  would  transfer  by 
Congressional  approval,  an  estimated  25  million  acres  of  land  between  the  two 
land  management  agencies.   It  would  also  transfer  minerals  management 
authority  to  the  Forest  Service  for  its  area  of  jurisdiction. 

With  the  stated  goals  of  enhancing  public  service,  improving  management 
efficiency  and  saving  agency  costs,  BLM  Director  Robert  Burford  and  Forest 
Service  Chief  R.  Max  Peterson  announced  the  concept  last  January  30,  1985, 
and  directed  their  field  offices  to  work  with  the  public  to  refine  the  concept 
and  to  define  specific  details  of  how  the  initiative  could  best  be  implemented. 

In  the  intervening  months,  the  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service  pursued  an  intensive 
public  participation  effort.   The  proposal  was  discussed  with  Congressional 
delegations,  Governors,  individuals,  and  hundreds  of  key  public  groups  in  more 
than  600  documented  consultations,  and  a  series  of  85  public  meetings  were 
held  throughout  the  east  and  west.   Through  these  consultations  and  an 
intensive  analysis  conducted  by  agency  field  offices,  a  refined,  formal 
proposal  was  developed. 

The  proposal,  as  described  in  detailed  State-by-State  implementation  guides, 
along  with  a  national  summary  and  legislative  concepts,  were  distributed  to 
interested  parties.   Beginning  June  7  and  ending  July  8,  the  agencies  held  a 
formal  30-day  public  review.   In  addition,  formal  public  hearings  were 
conducted  in  30  locations  during  this  period.   More  than  2,350  responses  to 
the  invitation  to  comment  on  the  proposal  were  submitted.   These  included  16 
petitions  with  5,367  signatures.   Following  analysis,  highlights  of  the 
comments  were  published  in  August  1985. 

The  comments  proved  to  be  invaluable  in  further  refining  the  Interchange 
proposal.   Few  commenters  addressed  the  legislative  concepts.   Most  expressed 
support  for  the  stated  objectives,  but  also  voiced  their  concern  over,  or 
opposition  to  specific  elements  of  the  proposal. 


One  issue  raised  by  respondents  was  the  question  of  the  need  for  an 
environmental  analysis.   In  response  to  this  recommendation,  the  agencies  have 
prepared  a  Legislative  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (LEIS).   This  document 
is  prepared  under  Council  of  Environmental  Quality  regulations,  and  is 
different  from  other  environmental  impact  statements  in  that  it  is  submitted 
to  Congress  within  30  days  of  submitting  the  proposed  legislation.   Public 
comments  from  the  various  meetings,  consultations  and  hearings  were  used  in 
developing  the  LEIS.  Since  an  LEIS  is  an  advisory  document  for  Congress,  it 
was  aot  Issued  for  additional  public  comment. 

Modifications  to  the  June  7  Interchange  proposal  have  resulted  in  adjustments 
in  acreage,  personnel  and  cost  savings  estimates.   The  revised  proposal 
continues  to  meet  the  stated  objectives  of  enhanced  public  service, 
improvements  in  management  efficiency  and  reduced  agency  costs. 

The  proposed  legislation  is  based  on  the  following  assumptions: 

o  Either  agency  has  the  potential  to  manage  any  of  the  lands  and 
their  resources,  regardless  of  classification  or  designation. 

o  Intensity  of  land  management  would  remain  the  same  regardless  of 
jurisdiction. 

o  There  would  be  minimal  change  in  on-the-ground  management, 
regardless  of  which  agency  had  management  responsibilities. 

o  Offices  would  remain  in  or  near  the  communities  where  either  the 
FS  or  the  BLM  are  now  located,  although  consolidation  of  many 
offices  would  take  place. 

o  Neither  "acre-for-acre"  nor  "value-for-value"  considerations  would 
be  criteria  for  judging  Interchange  proposals. 

o  Existing  land  use  planning  would  continue  as  scheduled  and  current 
land  use  plans  would  be  followed  until  updated  through  normal 
revision  schedules  of  the  agencies  receiving  the  land. 

o  Impact  on  agency  personnel  would  be  minimized. 

This  document  includes  the  national  summary  and  legislative  proposal  In 
brief.   Fifteen  individual  State  guide  summaries  are  available  in  separate 
packages. 


BACKGROUND  AND  RATIONALE 

Historical  agency  land  patterns 

The  Federal  government  administers  about  one-third  of  the  land  area 
in  the  United  States.   The  BLM  and  the  FS  have  the  responsibility  for  managing 
the  majority  of  these  lands.   In  the  48  contiguous  States,  the  BLM  manages 
about  177  million  acres  and  the  FS  about  169  million  acres. 

In  many  areas,  the  National  Forests  administered  by  the  FS  and  the 
public  lands  administered  by  BLM  are  scattered  and  intermingled.   Many  of 
these  existing  land  patterns  are  accidents  of  History,  products  of  compromise, 
and  the  results  of  separate  unrelated  land  actions  dating  back  to  the  1800 's. 

National  policy,  during  most  of  the  19th  century,  promoted  settlement 
and  development  of  the  West  by  disposing  of  public  domain  lands  acquired 
through  purchase,  treaties  and  wars.   Between  1812  and  1935,  the  United  States 
disposed  of  more  than  one  billion  acres  to  private  Individuals  and 
organizations  through  land  sales,  homes teading,  and  land  grants  to  railroad 
companies.   The  grants  to  railroads  were  typically  specific  alternate  sections 
of  land  on  each  side  of  the  railroad  right-of-way,  resulting  in  checkerboard 
land  ownership  patterns.   In  addition,  when  States  were  created  they  received 
blocks  of  public  domain  lands  as  grants  to  support  schools  and  colleges.   In 
the  west,  these  grants  usually  consisted  of  sections  of  land  interspersed 
throughout  the  public  domain  lands. 

While  disposing  of  public  domain  lands,  Congress  also  set  aside  lands 
for  specific  purposes.   The  President  was  also  given  authority  to  withdraw 
certain  lands  for  specific  uses.   Beginning  in  the  late  1890' s,  several 
Presidents  withdrew  lands  for  Forest  Reserves.   In  1905,  responsibility  for 
these  reserves  (now  designated  National  Forests)  was  established  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  through  the  FS.   The  remaining  public  domain  lands 
were  managed  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  through  the  old  General  Land 
Office  until  1946  when  the  BLM  was  formed  by  merging  the  General  Land  Office 
and  the  Grazing  Service.   As  a  result  of  all  these  activities,  present  BLM  and 
FS  jurisdictions  in  many  areas  lie  side  by  side  or  are  intermingled. 

Modern-day  management  and  public  needs 

These  overlapping  and  intermixed  jurisdictions  present  many 
management  inefficiencies.   In  many  instances,  the  lands  administered  by  the 
two  agencies  are  very  similar  in  character,  sharing  the  same  users,  management 
problems,  and  resources  values.   Often,  the  two  agencies  have  offices  in  the 
same  communities,  with  separate  staffs  performing  essentially  the  same  kind  of 
duties.   This  situation  currently  exists  in  71  communities. 

These  situations  result  in  duplication  of  effort  and  manpower, 
creating  waste,  inefficiency,  and  unnecessary  confusion  for  those  who  deal 
with  either  agency. 


Resolving  the  problem 

These  problems  have  been  recognized  for  decades  and  various  attempts  have 
been  made  to  rectify  the  situation.  The  Interchange  proposal  now  under 
consideration  had  its  beginnings  with  a  1979  Presidential  environmental 
message  describing  the  "urgent  need  for  genuine  cooperation"  between  BLM  and 
the  FS  to  improve  coordination  of  the  country's  natural  resource  program. 

The  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and  the  Interior  were  directed  to  develop 
coordination  objectives  for  boundary  adjustments  to  permit  more  effective 
management  of  the  lands.   The  Secretaries  responded  in  1980  with  a  plan 
outlining  a  program  to  identify  lands  where  tne  transfer  of  jurisdiction 
between  BLM  and  FS  had  the  potential  for  increasing  efficiency  and 
cost-effectiveness  of  federal  land  management.   In  1981,  BLM  Director 
Robert  F.  Burford  and  FS  Chief  R.  Max  Peterson  reinforced  commitment  to  this 
effort  by  issuing  guidelines  directing  field  officials  to  review  public  and 
national  forest  lands  for  transfer  potential. 

Two  major  outside  studies  have  provided  further  impetus  to  this  important 
effort: 

1)  the  President's  Private  Sector  Survey  on  Cost  Control  in  the  Federal 
Government,  often  called  the  Grace  Commission,  estimated  substantial  savings 
from  a  BLM/FS  realignment;  and. 

2)  tne  Congress'  General  Accounting  Office  report  issued  in  December  198 A 
noted  a  potential  cost  saving  of  $33   million  a  year — after  initial 
implementation  costs — plus  substantial  improvement  of  services  to  the  public 
along  with  management  efficiency. 

BLM/FS  Interchange 

These  historical  factors,  along  with  the  Increasing  public  demand  for  more 
efficiency  In  government  and  better  public  service,  led  the  two  agency  heads 
in  early  1985  to  propose  a  nationwide  BLM/FS  Interchange  to  resolve  tnese 
recognized,  longstanding  problems.   Three  mutual  goals  were  established  at  the 
onset  to  guide  the  agencies  in  developing  the  proposal:  to  enhance  public 
service,  to  improve  agency  efficiency  in  managing  natural  resources,  and  to 
reduce  agency  costs. 


BLM  Director  Burford  and  FS  Chief  Peterson  both  feel  the  proposal  meets 
the  three  goals  they  established.   They  also  believe  that  if  implementation  of 
the  Interchange  is  approved  by  Congress,  it  will  make  substantial  progress 
toward  improving  the  management  and  use  of  both  the  National  Forests  and 
public  lands  to  the  benefit  of  all  Americans. 


OVERVIEW  OF  PROPOSAL 

Introduction 

The  Interchange  proposal  consists  of  hundreds  of  coordinated,  interrelated 
actions  that  would  take  place  on  National  Forest  and  public  lands  and  in  BLM 
and  FS  offices  throughout  the  country  after  Congressional  approval.   These 
site  specific  elements  of  Interchange  are  explained  in  the  revised  State 
summaries  now  available  for  public  review. 

However,  Interchange  also  draws  together  all  these  diverse  elements  into  a 
unified,  cohesive  national  management  approach  for  both  the  FS  and  BLM.   To 
assist  in  providing  this  national  perspective,  certain  similar  elements  of  the 
State  by  State  plans  have  been  combined  to  give  the  public  an  overview  of  the 
entire  proposal.   These  major  elements  are  summarized  below. 

Acreage   (Lower  48  States;  no  surface  acreage  transfer  is  proposed  in  Alaska) 


SURFACE  MANAGEMENT  (acres) 
Before  Interchange 
After  Interchange 
Net  Change 


BLM 
177.1  million 
171.7  million 
-5.4  million 


FS 
168.7  million 
174.1  million 
+5.4  million 


Acres  that  would  transfer  from  BLM  to  FS:   14.8  million 
Acres  that  would  transfer  from  FS  to  BLM:    9.4  million 


SUBSURFACE  (Mineral  estate  acres)  (Lower  48  States;  details  on  minerals  in 
Alaska  are  in  the  Alaska  State  Summary) 


Before  Interchange 
After  Interchange 


,  BLM 
420  million 

216  million 


FS 


204  million 


Organization 


At  present,  there  are  71  towns  in  which  both  the  FS  and  BLM  have  offices. 
After  Interchange,  that  figure  would  drop  to  36  towns.   Each  of  the  71  towns 
would  retain  at  least  one  of  the  two  offices.   These  changes  would  affect  FS 
Supervisor  and  Ranger  District  Offices  and  BLM  District  and  Resource  Area 
Offices.   Details  on  these  proposed  mergers,  co-locations,  and  other  actions 
are  found  in  the  State  Summaries. 

The  changes  proposed  do  not  mean  that  service  to  the  public  would  suffer; 
in  fact,  the  public  should  find  it  easier  to  deal  with  one  agency  instead  of 
two  in  many  of  these  towns.   The  major  benefit  of  these  proposed  changes  is 
that  people  needing  permits,  assistance,  or  information  related  to  National 
Forest  System  and  public  lands  would  generally  find  help  at  a  single  location. 


Personnel  (Lower  48  States,  excludes  Alaska) 


Permanent  Employees  BLM  FS 

Before  Interchange         7,400  29,100 

After  Interchange  6,950  29,200 

+/-  -450  +100 

Total  positions  saved  350 

(This  reduction  in  personnel  is  to  be  achieved  through  normal  attrition,  with 
no  adverse  personnel  actions,  such  as  layoffs,  anticipated. 

Anticipated  Costs/Savings  (Lower  48  States,  excludes  Alaska) 


A.  Implementation  Costs  over  a  5-Year  Period: 

Personnel  Costs  $13-$14  million 

Space  Costs  $5-  $6  million 

Other  Costs  $3-  $4  million 

Total  $21-$24  million 

B.  Savings  the  First  5  Years: 

Personnel  Savings  $41-$42  million 

Space  Savings  $10-$11  million 

Other  Savings  $2-  $3  million 

Total  $53-$56  million 


C.   Average  Annual  Savings  After  Full  Implementation:   $13-$15  million 
(The  bulk  of  the  savings  after  the  first  5  years  will  be  in  reduced 
personnel  costs.) 

Records 

The  BLM  would  remain  as  the  agency  with  responsibility  for  maintaining 
the  official  public  land  status  records.   These  records,  wnich  deal  with  both 
land  ana  mineral  ownership,  would  remain  in  the  same  locations  where  they  are 
now  in  the  western  states.   In  the  eastern  states,  the  minerals  records  would 
be  maintained  by  the  Forest  Service  along  with  the  official  minerals  leasing 
records  and  files  at  Regional  Offices  in  Atlanta  and  Milwaukee. 

Lands  and  Renewable  Resources 

The  Interchange  would  result  in  the  transfer  between  the  BLM  and  FS  of 
some  areas  with  important  resource  values  and  high  levels  of  public  interest. 
A  number  of  designated  wilderness  areas,  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  commercial 
forest  areas,  livestock  grazing  allotments,  wildlife  areas,  and  wild  horse  and 
burro  ranges  are  involved  in  the  proposal. 


Lands  and  Renewable  Resources  (continued) 

Both  the  BLM  and  FS  have  similar  renewable  resource  mandates  and  have 
the  capability  of  managing  these  important  values  in  a  similar  manner.   The 
lands  would  continue  to  be  operated  in  the  same  way  and  under  the  specific 
statutes  (such  as  the  Wilderness  Act,  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  the 
Taylor  Grazing  Act  and  the  Wild,  Free-roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act)  established 
by  Congress  to  guide  their  management. 

Existing  land  use  plans  covering  the  management  of  these  resources  would 
be  followed  by  both  agencies.   Land  use  plans  will  not  be  revised  as  a  direct 
result  of  the  Interchange,  but  would  be  updated  according  to  each  agency's 
planning  procedures  and  schedules.   Specific  information  on  the  numbers  of 
areas  and  types  of  resources  tnat  would  be  affected  by  the  Interchange  are  in 
the  State  by  State  summaries,  available  for  review  at  BLM  State  Offices  and  FS 
Regional  Offices. 

Minerals 

Presently,  the  minerals  responsibility  for  National  Forests  is  split 
between  BLM  and  the  FS.   The  BLM  is  responsible  for  lease  issuance  and 
supervision  of  lease  operations  while  the  FS  is  responsible  for  surface 
management  activities.  FS  personnel  review  lease  applications  to  determine 
surface  effects  and  make  recommendations  to  BLM  regarding  lease  issuance. 

The  proposed  Interchange  legislation  would  transfer  responsibility  from 
BLM  to  the  FS  for  approximately  204  million  acres  of  mineral  (subsurface) 
estate.   The  FS  would  then  be  responsible  for  minerals  management,  including 
lease  issuance  and  operational  supervision  for  all  Federal  minerals  within  its 
areas  of  jurisdiction,  including  reserved  Federal  minerals  underlying  State 
and  private  lands.   This  would  result  in  consolidating  responsibilities  for 
minerals  within  clearly  defined  geographic  areas. 

The  proposed  Interchange  would  not  alter  existing  Federal  mineral  status 
for  Indian  lands  held  In  trust  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  nor  the 
royalty  management  activities  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

The  transfer  of  minerals  authority  to  the  FS  would  result  in  a  shift  in 
workload  between  the  two  agencies.   To  address  this  shift,  personnel  with 
minerals  expertise  would  be  transfered  from  BLM  to  FS.   Not  all  minerals 
functions,  however,  are  ones  which  lend  themselves  to  a  clear  workload 
division  between  the  two  agencies,  since  they  are  highly  technical  functions 
performed  for  a  large  geographic  area.   The  two  agencies  intend  to  perform 
some  on  a  "shared  services"  basis,  which  means  that  employees  with  the 
expertise  would  perform  the  work  regardless  of  their  employing  agency,  to 
ensure  that  technical  expertise  is  used  to  the  best  advantage;  that 
consistency  of  minerals  policy  is  maintained;  and  that  service  to  the  public 
is  not  disrupted. 


'"  After  passage  of  legislation,  there  would  be  an  estimated  net  shift  of 
approximately  175  to  200  mineral  specialists,  technicians,  and  support 
personnel  from  BLM  to  FS  to  carry  out  this  responsibility. 

Based  on  the  currently  proposed  Interchange  boundaries,  the  estimated 
workload  distribution  for  certain  Federal  mineral  activities  is  outlined  below; 

Minerals  Activity,  Post-Implementation 
(Percent  of  Total  on  Federal  Non-Indian  Lands) 


Activity  BLM 

Phospate  leasing  Major 

Lead/zinc  leasing  0 

Hardrock  mining  claims  60  percent 

Underground  coal  leasing  30  percent 

Surface  coal  leasing  85  percent 

Oil  and  gas  leasing  75  percent 
Producing  oil  and  gas 

leases  and  wells  95  percent 

Geothermal  leases  90  percent 
Producing  geothermal  leases   60  percent 


FS 

Minor 

100  percent 
40  percent 
70  percent 
15  percent 
25  percent 

5  percent 
10  percent 
40  percent 


Information  on  distributions  on  a  State  or  regional  basis  is  available 
from  the  appropriate  BLM  State  and  FS  Regional  Offices. 

Increased  Public  Service 


Service  for  those  who  need  to  deal  with  the  BLM  and  Forest  Service  for  a 
variety  of  uses  on  public  and  forest  lands  would  be  improved  as  a  result  of 
the  Interchange.   For  example,  about  2,000  holders  of  grazing  permits  would 
deal  with  just  one  agency;  about  13,000  lease  holders  of  leasable  minerals 
permits  would  have  to  deal  with  one  agency,  rather  than  two;  almost  200 
recreation  permitees  would  go  to  one  agency,  rather  than  two;  and  nearly  700 
holders  of  other  types  of  permits  would  be  able  to  go  to  one  agency  to  conduct 
their  business. 


Public  Involvement 

As  mentioned  earlier,  public  involvement  has  been  an  integral  part  of 
developing  the  original  Interchange  proposal  and  refining  it  to  its  present 
form  now  submitted  for  Congressional  review. 

Almost  three-fourths  of  all  public  responses  submitted  during  the  formal 
public  review  addressed  specific  State  issues.   These  specific  issues  are 
discussed  further  in  the  State  summaries.   There  were  several  general  concerns 
and  comments  directed  toward  the  national  aspects  of  the  proposal.   Some  of 
the  most  pertinent  Included  suggestions  the  BLM  and  Forest  Service  should 
consider  other  alternatives  to  the  Interchange  proposal,  such  as  maintaining 
the  status-quo;  considering  small  scale  boundary  adjustments;  or  examining  the 
creation  of  a  Department  of  Natural  Resources.   The  LEIS  discusses  each  of 
these  and  others,  and  will  soon  be  available  for  review  at  BLM  and  Forest 
Service  offices. 

Other  suggestions  for  reducing  costs  such  as  sharing  office  locations, 
equipment  and  employees  are  measures  that  are  not  affected  by  the  Interchange 
proposal.   Such  actions  will  continue  to  occur  independently  of  the 
Interchange. 

Two  legislative  items  drew  the  most  public  comment.   These  were  the 
wilderness  and  minerals  parts  of  the  June  1985  documents.   Public  concern 
focused  on  whether  BLM  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs)  transferred  to  the  Forest 
Service  would  be  subject  to  administrative  release,  and  whether  those  areas 
already  released  would  have  Co  be  re-studied  for  wilderness  consideration. 
The  proposed  legislation  resolves  these  and  other  wilderness  considerations  by 
maintaining  the  existing  wilderness  study  status  on  the  lands.   Thus,  those 
lands  which  are  BLM  study  areas  and  suD'ject  to  Congressional  review  before 
designation  or  release  would  remain  in  that  status.   Those  lands  which  have 
already  been  reviewed  and  released  would  likewise,  remain  in  that  status. 

The  minerals  portion  of  the  June  1985  documents  drew  comments  both  for 
and  against  the  proposed  transfer.   While  there  was  minimal  specific  concern, 
views  were  expressed  that  the  transfer  of  minerals  authority  to  the  Forest 
Service  for  its  area  of  jurisdiction  would  result  in  fragmented  minerals 
policies  for  public  and  forest  lands,  and  in  different  appeal  procedures  for 
minerals  questions.   The  revised  Interchange  proposal  induces  transfer  of 
authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  minerals  management  within  the 
Forest  Service  area  of  jurisdiction.   The  legislation  is  designed  to  promote 
joint  appeals  mechanisms  for  minerals  questions  and  to  maintain  a  coordinated 
minerals  policy  for  the  Federal  government  for  both  agencies. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROPOSAL 

Purpose 

This  section  highlights  the  key  elements  that  are  being  included  in  the 
proposed  legislation  to  transfer  lands  between  the  FS  and  the  BLM  and  to 
transfer  minerals  management  authorities  to  the  FS  for  those  areas  within  its 
jurisdiction.   The  elements  are  listed  by  the  Title  number  where  they  are 
found  in  the  proposed  legislation. 

Legislation  is  necessary  in  order  to  transfer  lands  and  mineral 
interests  between  the  two  departments  and  to  implement  other  provisions  of  the 
Interchange  proposal.  No  existing  law  allows  transfer  of  minerals 
jurisdiction  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  another  Secretary.   The 
proposed  legislation  is  not  intended  to  resolve  or  remedy  issues  or  problems 
not  related  to  the  Interchange.   Thus,  the  scope  of  the  legislation  is 
generally  limited  to  that  needed  to  accomplish  the  transfer  of  jurisdiction 
and  provide  continuity  in  the  future  management  of  the  Federal  lands 
involved.  To  the  extent  possible,  the  legislation  seeks  to  maintain  the 
status  quo  on  the  affected  lands,  minimizing  changes  in  existing  management 
and  use  of  the  lands. 

Key  Elements  of  the  Proposed  Interchange  Legislation 

TITLE  I 

Title  I  sets  forth  the  purposes,  defines  terms,  and  provides  for  maps 
which  depict  the  Federal  lands  and  interests  and  areas  of  jurisidiction. 

Purposes  of  the  Legislation — The  purposes  are  to  accomplish  (a)  improved 
service  to  the  public,  (b)  Increase  efficiency  and  cost  effectiveness,  and  (c) 
consolidate  the  management  of  surface  and  subsurface  resources  in  the  agency 
which  is  responsible  for  the  surface. 

Definitions — "Newly  established  public  lands"  will  mean  those  national 
forest  lands  which  would  transfer  from  Forest  Service  to  BLM  jurisdiction. 
"Newly  established  national  forest  lands"  would  mean  public  lands  which 
transfer  from  BLM  to  Forest  Service  jurisdiction  and  become  part  of  the 
National  Forest  System.   "Date  of  transfer"  would  be  the  date  on  which  the 
actual  transfer  would  occur,  specified  as  the  beginning  of  the  first  pay 
period  lbO  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  legislation. 

Maps — Following  established  practice,  transfer  of  the  lands  would  be 
made  in  accordance  with  maps  which  will  be  referenced  In  the  legislation.   The 
maps  will  be  used  throughout  the  legislative  process.  A  nationwide  map  will 
display  the  overall  realignment  of  lands.   This  general  map  will  be 
supplemented  by  a  series  of  State  maps  showing  a  more  precise  location  of 
these  areas. 
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Title  II 

Title  II  sets  forth  provisions  applicable  to  those  public  lands 
transferred  to  the  Forest  Service. 

Newly  Established  National  Forest  Lands  — In  keeping  with  the  intent  of 
Interchange,  the  newly  established  national  forest  lands  would  be  subject  to 
the  laws  and  regulations  applicable  to  the  National  Forests.   To  aid  in  the 
management  of  these  lands  and  to  incorporate  them  into  the  National  Forest 
System,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  be  provided  with  authority  to 
modify  National  Forest  boundaries. 

The  intent  of  the  wilderness  provisions  is  to  maintain  the  existing 
situation  in  the  wilderness  study  process  on  the  newly  established  national 
forest  lands.   Thus,  those  lands  subject  to  Congressional  review  would  remain 
in  that  status.   Those  studied  and  released  would  continue,  likewise,  in  the 
same  status. 

The  Forest  Service  would  manage  any  transferred  wilderness  study  areas 
designated  under  Section  603  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976  (FLPMA)  to  protect  wilderness  characteristics  until  Congress  acts  to 
either  designate  the  areas  as  wilderness  or  to  release  them. 

Any  areas  which  have  been  released  from  further  wilderness  review  by 
Congress  would  be  managed  under  Forest  Service  multiple  use  management 
practices,  but  may  be  reviewed  again  for  wilderness  values  as  part  of  the 
normal  Forest  Service  planning  cycle  when  forest  plans  are  revised. 

Other  lands  for  which  wilderness  .consideration  has  been  completed 
(including  those  studied  under  Section  202  of  FLPMA)  and  which  were  not 
recommended  for  wilderness,  would  be  deemed  to  have  been  adequately  studied 
and  may  be  managed  for  other  multiple  uses.   When  forest  plans  are  revised  for 
these  lands,  wilderness  options  may  again  be  reviewed. 

Newly  established  national  forest  lands  would  continue  to  be  managed 
under  the  land  use  plan  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
legislation.   As  plans  are  revised,  they  would  reflect  their  new  National 
Forest  System  status  and  would  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Forest  and 
Rangeland  Renewable  Resources  Planning  Act  of  1974,  as  amended  by  the  National 
Forest  Management  Act  of  1976.   The  transfer  of  lands  would  not  require  the 
revision  of  any  land  use  plans. 


11 


Sales  authority  would  be  given  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  newly 
established  national  forest  lands.   However,  sales  of  these  lands  would  be 
limited  to  only  those  lands  identified  as  suitable  for  sale  under  BLM  land  use 
plans  completed  prior  to  the  transfer  of  jurisdiction.  After  transfer  is 
accomplished,  the  Forest  Service  may  identify  some  specific  tracts  suitable 
for  sale  on  the  newly  established  national  forest  lands  as  they  complete  land 
use  planning.  These  may  be  sold  under  the  procedures  of  Sec.  203  of  FLPMA. 
In  addition,  the  newly  established  national  forest  lands  would  remain  subject 
to  desert  land  entries,  the  Carey  Act,  State  indemnity  selections,  the 
Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act,  and  Color-of-Title. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  be  granted  authority  to  make,  modify, 
extend  or  revoke  withdrawals  on  National  Forest  System  lands. 


TITLE  III 

Title  III  sets  forth  provisions  applicable  to  the  lands  to  be 
transferred  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Newly  Established  Public  Lands — In  keeping  with  the  intent  of  the 
Interchange,  newly  established  public  lands  would  be  subject  to  the  laws  and 
regulations  relative  to  the  public  lands  except  that  they  would  be  withdrawn 
from  sale  or  disposal  unless  they  were  subject  to  such  action  before  the  date 
of  transfer. 

All  contiguous  areas  of  newly  established  public  lands  of  10,000  acres 
or  more  which  had  a  special  name  identification  before  transfer  would  be 
designated  as  Conservation  Areas.   These  areas  would  remain  unavailable  for 
disposal.   The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  be  authorized  to  assign  an 
appropriate  definitive  name  to  each  Conservation  Area,  and  would  manage  them 
to  preserve  and  enhance  their  multiple  use  values. 

The  intent  of  the  wilderness  provisions  is  to  maintain  the  existing 
situation  in  the  wilderness  study  process  on  newly  established  public  lands. 
Thus,  those  lands  subject  to  Congressional  review  and  release  would  remain  in 
that  status. 

The  BLM  would  adopt  all  recommendations  for  wilderness  or  for  additional 
wilderness  study  from  the  Forest  Service  on  newly  established  public  lands. 
Areas  where  an  existing  study  for  wilderness  characteristics  is  underway,  but 
where  the  Forest  Service  has  not  made  wilderness  recommendation,  would  be 
studied  under  Sec.  3(d)  of  the  Wilderness  Act  by  the  BLM.   Lands  in  this 
status  would  be  managed  to  protect  their  wilderness  values  and 
characteristics.  Areas  found  suitable  would  be  protected  for  wilderness 
characteristics  until  Congress  acts  on  the  recommendation.   Areas  not 
recommended  for  wilderness  would  be  released  for  other  multiple  use  management 
by  the  BLM. 

12 


Those  newly  established  public  lands  that  were  studied  by  the  Forest 
Service  for  wilderness  but  not  recommended  as  such  and  subsequently  released, 
would  be  deemed  to  have  been  adequately  studied.  Additonal  review  for 
wilderness  characteristics  may  occur  when  the  BLM  revises  land  use  plans  for 
these  areas. 

Newly  established  public  lands  would  be  managed  under  plans  in  effect 
upon  enactment  of  the  legislation.   As  plan  revisions  become  necessary,  they 
would  be  accomplished  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  FLPMA.   The 
transfer  of  lands  would  not  require  the  revision  of  any  land  use  plans. 

In  order  to  provide  consistency  with  the  Forest  Service  certain  special 
accounts  applicable  to  National  Forest  System  lands,  such  as  reforestation  or 
slash  disposal,  would  be  extended  to  the  public  lands. 

Those  lands  managed  by  the  FS  under  the  provisions  of  Title  III  of  the 
Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  of  1937  (National  Grasslands  and  Land 
Utilization  Projects)  that  would  be  transferred  to  the  BLM  would  continue  to 
be  managed  under  those  statutory  requirements  and  administrative  procedures  in 
order  to  preserve  their  special  statutory  status. 

The  Small  Tracts  Act  of  1983  now  applicable  to  National  Forest  System 
lands  would  be  amended  to  give  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  the  same  limited 
authority  to  sell  or  exchange  certain  small  parcels  by  quitclaim  deed  as 
it  gives  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  existing  prohibition  on  surface  coal  mining  on  newly  established 
public  lands  that  were  a  part  of  the  Custer  National  Forest,  Montana,  would  be 
continued. 


TITLE  IV 

Title  IV  sets  forth  provisions  involving  the  transfer  of  jurisdiction  of 
the  lands  which  will  be  common  to  both  Departments. 

Components  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System,  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System  and  the  National  Trails  System  would  continue  to  be 
administered  under  applicable  laws  but  by  the  Secretary  to  whom  jurisdiction 
has  been  transferred  by  tne  Interchange  legislation. 

Documentation  of  the  transfer  of  lands  by  this  legislation  would  be 
accomplished  by  noting  official  land  status  records.   A  notice  would  be 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  when  the  noting  of  records  is  completed. 
The  responsibility  for  keeping  the  public  records  would  remain  with  the  BLM  as 
is  currently  the  case.   The  Forest  Service  would  continue  to  notify  the  BLM  of 
land  status  changes,  and  both  Secretaries  would  be  authorized  to  correct 
errors  in  the  recordation  of  laud  transfers  and  would  be  required  to  publish  a 
notice  in  the  Federal  Register  documenting  such  corrections. 
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Transfer  authority  for  parcels  of  contiguous  land  no  larger  than  2,500 
acres  would  be  given  to  the  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and  Interior. 

The  Interchange  would  have  minimal  impact  on  receipts  derived  by  States 
and  local  governments  from  the  BLM  and  the  FS.   The  legislation  is  designed  to 
meet  that  intent.  It  would  change  the  distribution  of  receipts  to  States  and 
counties  from  grazing  and  public  domain  timber  sales  from  the  present  rates 
to  25  per  cent.  The  Taylor  Grazing  Act  would  be  amended  to  raise  from  12  1/2 
per  cent  to  25  per  cent  the  amount  of  receipts  shared  with  the  States  under 
that  Act  and  which  are  derived  from  grazing  permits  within  a  grazing 
district.   It  would  also  be  amended  to  change  from  50  per  cent  to  25  per  cent 
the  amount  of  receipts  from  grazing  leases  outside  of  a  grazing  district. 
Timber  receipts  from  public  domain  lands  would  be  increased  to  25  per  cent 
from  the  current  4  per  cent.  There  would  not  be  any  changes  in  minerals  or 
Oregon  and  California  Grant  Lands  receipt  formulas.   Likewise,  the  legislation 
does  not  affect  Payments  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  disbursements  made  to  local 
jursidictions. 

Valid  existing  rights  previously  granted  to  any  person  would  be 
protected  by  the  Interchange  legislation.   Holders  of  land  use  authorizations 
would  not  need  to  take  any  new  action  as  a  result  of  Interchange.   Existing 
authorizations  would  continue  through  their  existing  terms.   The  change  in 
jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  land  to  which  an  established  authorization  applies 
would  not  be  the  basis  for  denying  renewal  or  reissuance  of  any  authorization 
granting  such  right.  Reissuance  of  existing  permits  and  other  authorizations 
would  be  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations  of  the  agency 
having  jurisdiction. 

The  Intent  of  the  Interchange  legislation  is  to  have  no  effect  on  any 
existing  water  rights  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  other  person.  Nor  would 
the  designation  of  newly  established  national  forest  lands  create  any 
additional  rights  in  the  United  States..  The  right  of  the  United  States  or  of 
any  person  to  acquire  or  dispose  of  water  rights  under  applicable  law  would 
not  be  affected. 

The  legislation  would  not  affect  the  status  of  existing  withdrawals  or 
ongoing  withdrawal  revocation  actions. 

Administrative  appeals,  adjudications  or  administrative  review  of 
decisions  pending  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  legislation  would  be 
completed  by  the  agency  where  the  action  is  pending  but  the  Secretary  having 
jurisdiction  over  the  lands  would  have  the  authority  to  exercise  final 
administracive  review.   The  Secretaries  would  be  required  to  establish  joint 
procedures  for  administrative  adjudications  or  reviews  to  ensure  uniform 
application  of  mining  and  mineral  laws. 

The  Interchange  would  not  affect  any  claim  by  or  against  the  United 
States,  and  the  legislation  would  not  create  any  claim  or  right  which  did  not 
exist  prior  to  enactment. 
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TITLE  V 

Title  V  would  provide  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  co 
manage  the  subsurface  estate  of  lands  within  his  jurisdiction. 

The  Multiple  Use  Sustained  Yield  Act  of  1960  and  the  Forest  and 
Rangeland  Renewable  Resources  Planning  Act  of  1974  would  Doth  be  amended  to 
reflect  the  new  minerals  management  responsibility  of  the  Forest  Service. 

The  mining  and  mineral  leasing  acts  would  be  amended  to  give  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  with  respect  to  National  Forest  System  lands  and 
Federal  minerals  within  his  area  of  jurisdiction,  the  same  authorities  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  for  the  public  lands.   There  would  be  no  change 
in  the  provisions  of  the  1872  Mining  Law. 


TITLE  VI 
Title  VI  would  transfer  certain  lands  in  Oregon  between  agencies. 


The  proposed  Interchange  boundary  reflects  transfer  of  all  present  BLM 
responsibility  in  Washington  and  northeast  Oregon  to  the  FS,  except  for 
mineral  trust  responsibility  on  Indian  tribal  lands.   In  western  Oregon, 
nearly  all  of  the  Oregon  and  California  (O&C)  lands  and  all  of  the  Coos  Bay 
Wagon  Road  grant  lands  remain  with  the  BLM  under  the  current  management 
authorities.  A  small  portion  of  scattered  0&C  lands  (24,000  acres)  would 
transfer  to  the  FS.   Similarly,  approximately  27,000  acres  of  National  Forest 
land  would  transfer  to  the  BLM  in  western  Oregon  and  assume  0&C  status  under 
this  proposal. 


TITLE  VII 

This  Title  provides  that  if  any  provision  of  the  legislation  is  neld  to 
be  invalid,  the  remainder  of  the  legislation  would  not  be  affected. 
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Department  Department 

of  the  of 

Interior  Agriculture 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  Forest  Service 

Washington.  D.C.  20240  Washington,  DC.  20013 


An  Open  Letter  To  Employees 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Forest  Service  are  continuing  to  work 
closely  together  to  develop  and  implement  an  effective,  viable  Interchange 
program.  Since  the  Interchange  was  announced  in  January,  1985,  we  have 
consulted  with  a  wide  variety  of  groups  and  individuals,  have  held  public 
meetings  and  hearings  throughout  the  country,  and  have  encouraged  written  and 
oral  comments  on  our  initial  proposal.  Using  those  comments  plus  additional 
information,  we  have  analyzed  and  revised  the  initial  proposal  to  better  meet 
local  conditions,  concerns,  and  needs. 

Some  of  the  key  changes  from  the  proposal  you  saw  in  June  of  1985  include 
boundary  adjustments  in  Wyoming,  Idaho,  California,  Nevada  and  Oregon,  among 
others.  We  now  estimate  that  the  Interchange,  when  completed,  will  result  in 
savings  of  about  $13-fcl5  million  per  year.  Offices  in  36  communities  will  be 
consolidated  and  there  will  be  minimal  change  in  on-the-ground  management. 

This  revised  proposal  has  been  carried  to  Congress  and  we  anticipate  that  it 
will  be  introduced  as  a  bill  in  late  February.  We  can't  predict  passage  dates 
or  final  bill  language,  but  based  on  our  discussion  with  members  of  Congress, 
we  believe  that  Congress  will  be  receptive  to  Interchange  legislation.  We  are 
hopeful  that  a  law  will  be  passed  sometime  this  spring. 

Management  transfer  will  be  effective  180  days  after  enactment.   Full 
implementation  will  begin  then  and  continue  several  years  until  adjustment  of 
personnel  and  other  activities  are  complete.   Informational  materials  have 
been  developed  both  for  your  use  and  the  public's  use  to  explain  many  specific 
aspects  of  this  Interchange  proposal,  copies  will  be  available  in  all  BLM  and 
Forest  Service  offices.  We  encourage  you  read  them. 

Although  this  effort  will  lead  to  increased  efficiency  and  cost-effectiveness, 
we  know  that  It  may  cause  you  anxiety  about  your  future.   It  also  comes  at  a 
time  when  many  employees  are  concerned  about  effects  of  other  anticipated 
budget  cuts.   Please  be  assured  that  your  interests  and  welfare  are  foremost 
in  our  minds  as  we  plan  for  the  changes  ahead.  We  expect  that  personnel 
reductions  resulting  from  the  Interchange  will  be  achieved  through  normal 
attrition.  Affected  employees  will  be  offered  a  job,  although  it  may  not  be 
in  the  agency  or  location  where  they  are  now  located. 


Attrition  losses  will  help  both  of  our  agencies  meet  budget. cuts  anticipated 
from  the  Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  legislation.  Other  Interchange  savings  will 
also  help.  We  now  have  this  opportunity  to  improve  our  efficiency  because  of 
the  cooperative  and  concerted  efforts  on  Interchange  by  BLM  and  Forest  Service 
employees.   Continuation  of  that  kind  of  effort  will  allow  us  to  turn  the 
challenges  ahead  into  opportunities  to  improve  our  agencies  and  better  manage 
the  natural  resources  of  this  Nation. 

There  will  be  uncertainty  for  most  of  us  as  we  deal  with  the  changes  ahead, 
but  these  changes  will  also  offer  opportunities.  We  are  confident  that  you 
will  approach  these  challenges  with  the  dedication,  professionalism,  and 
enthusiasm  that  distinguishes  our  two  agencies.  We  will  do  all  we  can  to 
support  your  efforts  and  minimize  negative  effects  of  personal  adjustments. 

We  will  keep  you  informed  of  further  developments  on  the  Interchange 
legislation  and  of  any  new  implementation  plans.   Information  contact  persons 
have  been  designated  in  all  state  and  regional  offices  to  coordinate 
communications  between  Washington  Offices  and  field  offices.  We  welcome  your 
questions  and  ideas  to  make  the  Interchange  as  positive  and  productive  as 
possible. 

We  appreciate  your  support  and  promise  you  ours. 
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Bob  Burford  Max  Peterson 

Director  Chief 
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Washington,  D.C.  20013 


QUESTIONS  AND  ANSWERS/  BLM  —  FS  INTERCHANGE  PROGRAM 

1.   Q.  What's  the  rationale  for  the  Interchange  legislative  proposal? 

A.  Realigning  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  Forest  Service  (FS) 
land  management  jurisdictions  would  enhance  public  service,  improve 
administrative  efficiency,  and  reduce  costs.   Present  land  jurisdictions  are 
intermingled  and  are  somewhat  accidents  of  history.   They  resulted  from 
separate,  unrelated  actions  which  didn't  consider  future  BLM  or  FS 
management.  The  Interchange  is  intended  to  straighten  out  many  of  the 
intermingled  land  jurisdiction  situations.   In  addition,  the  Interchange  would 
place  surface  and  subsurface  management  responsibililties  together  with  either 
the  BLM  or  FS  within  each  agency's  new  areas  of  jurisdiction.  About  204 
million  acres  of  minerals  responsibility  would  be  transferred  to  the  Forest 
Service. 


2.  Q.  How  would  the  public  benefit? 

A.  By  making  it  easier  and  simpler  for  the  public  to  do  business  with  FS 
and  BLM.  With  a  more  consolidated  land  pattern,  many  of  those  who  use  Federal 
lands  and  need  to  obtain  authorizations,  such  as  grazing,  rights-of-way,  or 
recreation  permits,  can  do  so  from  only  one  agency  rather  than  from  both. 

3.  Q.   How  would  management  be  more  efficient? 

A.  Only  one  agency  would  be  responsible  for  management  in  certain  areas 
where  both  BLM  and  FS  presently  hold  management  responsibilities  for  Federal 
lands,  thus  eliminating  duplicate  activities,  personnel,  and  facilities. 

4.  Q.   How  would  costs  be  reduced? 

A.   Cost  savings  would  result  when  duplication  of  administrative  and  other 
activities  is  eliminated.  For  example,  there  would  be  fewer  people  and 
offices  necessary  in  the  long-term,  less  travel  for  administration,  and  fewer 
permits  or  other  authorizations  to  issue. 

5.  Q.  Are  there  any  estimates  of  just  how  much  money  could  be  saved? 

A.  Our  estimates  are  that  $13  to  $15  million  could  be  saved  annually  when 
the  program  is  fully  implemented. 

6.  Q.  What  about  the  cost  of  the  Interchange  program  itself? 

A.  Of  course  there  would  be  implementation  costs  involved  and  it's  likely 
such  costs,  now  estimated  at  between  fc21-$24  million,  could  offset  savings  for 
the  first  five  years.  However,  after  the  implementation  period,  the  savings 
would  continue  to  build,  and  provide  a  permanent  annual  savings  to  the 
government . 


7.  Q.   Is  the  legislative  proposal  based  on  an  acre-for-acre  split? 

A.  No.   The  proposal  is  based  on  a  number  of  criteria,  including  public 
service,  public  comments  and  concerns,  management  efficiency,  and  cost  savings 
factors,  as  well  as  predominance  of  BLM/FS  administration  in  counties,  towns 
where  both  agencies  are  present,  not  on  an  acre-for-acre  or  value-for-value 
basis. 

8.  Q.  Just  how  much  acreage  is  involved  in  the  effort? 

A.  The  legislative  proposal  is  based  on  realignments  of  surface  acreage 
of  14.8  million  acres  of  BLM  lands  tranf erred  to  the  Forest  Service;  and  9.4 
million  acres  of  National  Forest  lands  transferred  to  the  BLM. 

9.  Q.  Does  this  proposal  only  involve  Western  lands  or  are  other  lands 
involved? 

A.  Most  of  the  surface  acreage  is  in  the  11  western  States,  however,  the 
realignment  effort  also  involves  the  midwest  and  eastern  States,  particularly 
subsurface  acreage. 

10.  Q.  How  would  this  legislative  proposal  affect  minerals  management? 

A.   The  legislative  proposal  would  grant  minerals  management  authority  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  those  areas  under  his  jurisdiction,  and  the 
Forest  Service  would  be  responsible  for  minerals  management  in  those  areas.  A 
total  of  about  204  million  subsurface  acres  would  fall  into  this  category. 
The  BLM  would  remain  official  custodian  of  all  land  status  records,  as  is 
currently  the  case. 

11.  Q.  What  steps  would  the  agencies  go  through  to  implement  the  changes? 

A.   The  legislative  proposal  calls  for  the  Interchange  transfer  to  occur 
180  days  after  the  bill  becomes  law.  During  this  period,  the  agencies  would 
be  taking  the  necessary  steps  in  close  coordination  to  ensure  a  smooth 
transfer  of  authority,  and  noting  all  land  records,  so  that  on  the  date  of 
transfer  there  would  be  minimal  disruption  in  operations. 


12.  Q.   Why  does  the  legislative  proposal  sent  to  Congress  differ  in  some 
areas  from  the  original  plan? 

A.   The  initial  plan  was  the  subject  of  wide  interest  and  comment. 
Briefings  and  consulations  were  conducted  with  Governors,  Congressional 
delegations,  key  public  groups  and  individuals.   During  the  initial  stages,  85 
public  meetings  were  held.   In  June  1985,  a  revised  proposal  was  issued,  and  a 
series  of  30  formal  public  hearings  were  scheduled  across  the  country.  A 
formal  public  comment  period  was  established,  and  more  than  2,350  public 
comments  from  individuals,  groups,  agencies,  industry,  and  members  of  Congress 
were  received.  An  intensive  analysis  was  done  of  issues  raised  in  several 
controversial  areas.  The  Interchange  proposal  for  these  areas  was  modified  to 
make  the  plan  more  responsive  to  public  concerns.   The  objective  of  this 
adjustment  was  to  develop  a  plan  that  addressed  the  concerns  of  the  people  who 
would  be  affected  and  by  Congress  and  a  plan  that  would  still  meet  Interchange 
objectives  of  enhancing  services,  improving  administrative  efficiency,  and 
reducing  costs. 

13.  Q.  Would  any  BLM  or  FS  offices  be  eliminated  or  closed? 

A.  All  locations  having  both  a  BLM  or  FS  office  now  would  still  have  an 
office  after  the  initial  realignment.  These  office  mergers  would  take  place 
because  the  transfer  of  land  would  enable  certain  areas  to  be  managed  from  one 
rather  than  two  offices.  These  mergers  would  provide  substantial  savings. 

14.  Q.  Since  some  of  the  savings  are  in  the  number  of  personnel,  what  happens 
to  the  affected  employees? 

A.  Each  agency  would  encourage  affected  personnel  to  initially  remain  in 
their  present  locations  with  the  administering  agency  or  relocate  over  time  as 
vacancies  occur  to  areas  managed  by  their  original  agency.  Long-term,  the 
goal  would  be  to  absorb  personnel  reductions  as  gradually  as  possible,  using 
attrition  to  minimize  disruption  and  employee  uncertainty. 

15.  Q.  Would  there  be  changes  in  shared  receipts  and  financial  returns  to 
States  and  counties? 

A.  The  legislative  proposal  is  designed  to  minimize  the  impact  on  the 
payment  programs.  There  would  be  minor  changes  made  to  receipt  sharing 
authority  to  allow  payments  to  be  consistent  between  the  BLM  and  the  Forest 
Service. 

16.  Q.  What  impact  would  the  Interchange  actions  have  on  present  uses  of  the 
lands? 

A.  Existing  uses  would  continue  and  the  public  should  benefit  from  the 
Interchange.  For  example,  after  the  realignment,  users  who  must  presently 
deal  with  both  agencies  to  obtain  a  use  authorization,  such  as  a  grazing 
permit,  would  work  with  only  one  agency  to  get  the  same  type  of  authorization. 


17.  Q.  What  effect  would  these  changes  have  on  wilderness  and  wilderness 
study  areas? 

A.  Both  agencies  are  bound  by  the  1964  Wilderness  Act.  Designated  areas 
would  remain  wilderness,  and  study  areas  would  continue  to  be  studied, 
although  the  studies  in  some  cases  would  continue  under  the  receiving  agency., 
Where  a  wilderness  study  is  currently  underway,  and  the  land  transfers  to  a 
new  agency,  the  study  would  not  be  re-started,  but  would  continue  under  the 
law,  rules  and  regulations  under  which  it  began. 

18.  Q.  Would  these  changes  affect  land  use  planning  or  on-the-ground 
management? 

A.  Completed  land  use  plans  by  either  agency  would  continue  to  guide 
management  in  all  areas  until  updated  through  normal  planning  processes.   The 
intensity  of  on-the-ground  management,  such  as  resource  production, 
protection,  and  uses  would  remain  the  same  under  either  agency's 
administration.  Both  agencies  have  the  professional  staff  capable  of 
administering  resources  on  both  public  and  national  forest  lands. 

19.  Q.  What  is  the  ultimate  goal  of  this  effort  regarding  minerals  management? 

A.   The  goal  is  to  have  the  same  agency  administer  both  the  surface  and 
subsurface  to  improve  efficiency  in  the  management  of  Federal  minerals. 
Within  areas  to  be  administered  by  the  FS,  legislative  transfer  of  minerals 
management  authority  from  BLM  to  FS  by  Congress  would  promote  fully  integrated 
multiple  use  management.   The  transfer  will  save  time  now  spent  in 
coordinating  actions  of  the  two  agencies. 

20.  Q.  What  would  transfer  of  minerals  management  authority  from  BLM  to  FS 
mean  to  the  minerals  industry? 

A.   It  would  mean  "one-stop"  service  for  the  many  approvals  industry  must 
obtain  before  mineral  development  can  begin  on  Forest  Service  administered 
lands.  Presently,  industry  may  experience  costly  delays  when  the  planning  and 
program  schedules  of  the  BLM  and  FS  unavoidably  conflict.   Officials  and 
technical  specialists  of  both  agencies  now  must  review  industry  exploration 
and  development  proposals.  A  transfer  of  authority  would  eliminate  these 
problems. 

21.  Q.   How  would  Federal  minerals  policies  be  kept  consistent  when  Congress 
grants  both  BLM  and  FS  mineral  authority? 

A.  The  proposed  legislation  directs  the  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Interior  to  develop  uniform  minerals  policies,  procedures  and  appeals 
processes. 


22.  Q.  Are  these  transfers  just  the  first  step  leading  to  eventual  merger  of 
the  BLM  and  FS? 

A.   No.  Public  and  Congressional  reaction  to  past  proposals  indicated 
that  that  a  single  agency  would  be  too  large  and  less  responsive  to  public 
needs.   The  general  consensus  is  that  both  agencies  are  necessary,  but  that 
their  management  of  the  public's  resources  could  be  improved  by  consolidating 
certain  lands  they  administer.  The  transfer  program  is  geared  to  satisfy  that 
objective. 
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